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In the absence of statute, the interest of a judge in common with other taxpayers or residents 
in a public matter does not disqualify the judge from acting in the matter on the ground of 
interest, but the judge is disqualified if the judge has a direct pecuniary or property interest 
in the litigation even though such interest arises from the judge's status as a taxpayer or 
resident. 


Generally, an interest which a judge has in common with many others in a public matter is not 


sufficient to disqualify the judge.! Where the interest of a judge as a resident, taxpayer, or property 
owner is not direct or immediate but remote or contingent, such interest ordinarily is not sufficient 


per se to disqualify the judge. Thus, a judge is not disqualified to hear and determine a cause 
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in which a municipality, county, or other subdivision of the state is interested merely because 
the judge is a resident? or taxpayer“ or both? of such political subdivision, especially where the 


municipality or county as a public corporation is not directly interested.° 


In the absence of showing that a judge has a direct pecuniary interest in the case,’ a judge is not 
disqualified in a condemnation case because of a common interest in the proceedings along with 


other citizens.® Additionally, a judge is not disqualified from hearing a case that may affect a public 
utility or regulated utility of which the judge is a customer.’ Also, a judge is not disqualified where 


the act which the judge is requested to direct is considered to be ministerial in nature.!° It is not 
a ground for disqualification to act in a particular suit that the judge, as a taxpayer, could have 


brought the suit if others had neglected or refused so to do! 


If the interest of a judge in a matter before the judge is a direct pecuniary or property interest, 
although arising by reason of the judge's being a resident or taxpayer, it may be sufficient to 


disqualify the judge. Ifthe litigation directly affects the taxable property of the judge, the judge is 


generally disqualified. 13 Tf the judge has a direct pecuniary interest in the result of the suit, in that 
the judge is bound by the decree or has the right to take the benefit thereof, the judge is generally 
regarded as disqualified'* although the judge is not a party to the suit!’ but merely a quasi party 


having a right to come w 


Under statute. 


By force of some statutory provisions, a judge is not disqualified by interest as a resident or 
taxpayer in any municipality or county that is a party to proceedings before the judge, |’ and it is 


within the power of the legislature so to declare or provide.'® 
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Flooding after hurricane 

A judge who worked and resided in New Orleans did not have a disqualifying financial interest in litigation 
arising out of canal levee and/or floodwall breaches and subsequent flooding which occurred after a 
hurricane struck New Orleans that would warrant a recusal where the judge's residence was not flooded, 
and he suffered no economic loss. 
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